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Multi-Housing Data: Long Beach, CA 

 

All Multi-Housing Owners 
 

Number of Owners in the City who own properties with 4+ units: 5,902 Owners 

Number of Total Properties with 4+ units in the City: 7,644 Properties 

Number of Total 4+ Units in the City: 70,317 Units 

 
Multi-Housing Owners with 1 Property 
 

Number of Owners/Properties in the City who own 1 property with 4+ units: 4,844 Owners/ Properties 

Number of Total Units of Owners who own 1 property with 4+units: 43,449 Units 

 
Multi-Housing Owners with 2+ Properties 
 

Number of Owners in the City who own 2+ properties with 4+ units: 1,058 Owners 

Number of Total Properties of Owners who own 2+ properties with 4+units: 2,800 Properties 

Number of Total Units of Owners who own 2+ properties with 4+ units: 26,868 Units 

 
 

  Single Owners (1 Property) Owner of 2+  Total 

  Properties Units Properties Units Properties Units 

4 Units            2,194              8,776                 694              2,776            2,888          11,552  

5 Units               406              2,030                 186                 930                592            2,960  

6 Units               454              2,724                 303              1,818                757           4,542  

7 Units               239              1,673                 130                 910                369            2,583  

8 Units               478              3,824                 420              3,360                898           7,184  

9 Units               155              1,395                187              1,683                342            3,078  

10 – 29 Units               809 11,564                 818            11,542           1,627           3,106  

30+ Units 109 11,463 62 3,849 171 15,312 

Total             4,844            43,449              2,800            26,868            7,644          70,317  
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Examples of Anti-Displacement Policies 

(Homeless Prevention) 
 

1. Tenant Protections 
a. Just Cause Ordinances​: Tenants can only be evicted for cause (i.e., non-payment of rent)  

b. Rent Control Ordinances: ​Limits on rent increases coupled with just cause protections 

c. Anti-Harassment Policies:​ Typically coupled with rent control ordinances 

d. Limits on Condominium Conversions​: Limits on the number of rental units that can be converted to 

condominiums (i.e., limits on number per year or moratoriums when the rental vacancy rate dips below 5%.) 

e. Legal Defense Funds / Right to Counsel​: for tenants at risk of losing their homes and need legal representation. 

f. Short-Term Rental Regulation​: Many apartments/homes are taken off the housing market leaving even less 

units for long term tenancy in an already impacted market with low vacancy rates.  

g. Rent Freeze​: Freeze rents for a specified period of time in order to protect tenants during which time, resident 

retention policies can be enacted 

 

2. Affordable Housing Production Strategies 
a. Inclusionary Housing (IH)​: A percent of all new residential development (at least 10% to 15%) must be set 

aside on-site as affordable.  If in lieu fees are offered to developers, but they must be set at the economic 

equivalent of providing the units on-site.  

b. Commercial Linkage Fees:​ Commercial, office, retail and industrial developers are charged a fee per square 

foot of new development.  The fee goes to the local jurisdiction to pay for affordable housing to support a 

housing-jobs balance. 

c. Boomerang Funds​: These funds are returning to local jurisdictions as a result of the demise of redevelopment 

agencies.  20% of these funds were previously earmarked as affordable housing funds, yet they are returning 

to local jurisdictions without any strings attached.  Jurisdictions such as the County of LA have dedicated some 

of these funds towards affordable housing. 

d. Other dedicated local sources of revenue that can be used for housing production:​ (w/income targeting for 

most at need) 

i. Affordable Housing Bonds  

ii. Hotel Taxes 

iii. Condominium Conversion Fees 

e. Section 8 Discrimination Policies: ​passing policies making it illegal for landlords to discriminate against 

persons/families solely on the basis they are Section 8 recipients.  

 

3. Affordable Home Ownership Strategies 
a. Community Land Trusts and Co-operative Housing Agreements​: Affordable home ownership models where 

low income residents own a proportional interest in the property.   

 

4. Housing Preservation Strategies 
a. No Net Loss Policies: 

i. Affordable units lost through renovation, conversion or demolition must be replaced within the same 

neighborhood 

ii. “Affordable units” are defined by rent levels OR incomes of residents 

b. Right to Return/Right of First Refusal:​ If tenants are displaced by a new development and affordable units are 

included as part of the new development, displaced residents have a right of to return/right of first refusal for 

the new affordable units. 

 

333 West Broadway, #204, Long Beach, CA 90802 
(562) 444-5147 www.wearelbre.org 





September 10, 2018 

Patrick Ure 
Housing and Neighborhood Services Bureau Manager 
City of Long Beach 
333 West Ocean Blvd. 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

SMALL PROPERTY OWNERS ALLIANCE (SPOA) 
RESPONSE TO TENANT PROTECTION STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 

MEETING - HOUSING PROVIDERS 

Dear Patrick,  

Small Property Owners Alliance (SPOA) appreciates the efforts of both 
PlaceWorks and Development Services for bringing housing provider groups 
together last week. SPOA wanted to share some feedback from our debriefing 
meeting.  

1. Since none of the groups, including SPOA, had access to the agenda or 
presentation prior to the meeting, SPOA and the other groups were 
somewhat surprised to see "Just Cause Eviction" listed as one of the topics 
on the initial slide since city council did not direct city staff to review or 
consider this form of Rent Control based on the January 16, 2018 directive. 
Due to the numerous documented negative unintended consequences 
associated with these types of policies, SPOA considers this a non-starter for 
rental housing providers. 

2. SPOA generally agrees that offering existing residents with a “1st Right of 
Refusal” is a good idea as long as it is clear that a tenant would need to meet 
the new qualifications and perform in a timely manner.  

3. SPOA agrees with a policy that does not allow for discrimination in 
advertising against Housing Voucher holders; we reiterate that SPOA 
members accept all applications. Some suggestions to make the program 
attractive to Housing Providers would be to implement supportive services for 
certain Housing Voucher holders, provide an education and outreach 
program and include a government backed tenant default/damage policy that 
applies to all voucher holders.  

4. It would be valuable to know if current workforce, low income, and other types 
of developments in the City of Long Beach require rental housing providers to 
accept a certain percentage of Section 8 applicants. 
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5. In July, Long Beach voters had the opportunity to send to the ballot a Rent 
Control ordinance which included Just Cause Eviction and Tenant Relocation 
Payments. Proponents of the ballot initiative were unable to gather enough 
signatures to qualify. This was the second time voters in the City of Long 
Beach have rejected this type of initiative, so it is unclear as to why we are 
continuing this discussion. 

6. SPOA recommends the following changes to the slides that were used for 
this and future presentations on this subject: 

• Change “Tenant Relocation Benefit” to read “Tenant Relocation 
Payment”. There is no benefit to the Housing Provider. 

• In support of transparency, SPOA recommends the following: 
• For presentations involving this subject matter, it’s important to 

note that only 10 out of 100 cities studied supported some form 
of Rent Control regulation and the majority of cities in the state 
do not support any of these types of regulations at all. 

• Include the success/failure rates of those cities studied to 
determine if these regulations have justified their existence. 

• For a more accurate comparison of our market, we recommend 
limiting the discussion to cities in California of similar size since larger 
cities and cities outside of California generally do not share the same 
demographics, economic characteristics or real estate market place. 

California offers some of the strongest tenant rights protections in the United 
States and duplicating regulations makes administering these policies more 
difficult and adds to the overall cost of housing. We believe that the above 
suggestions and recommendations will help continue to make the City of Long 
Beach a more desirable and business friendly environment where everyone can 
thrive. Thanks again for hosting this meeting and we look forward to the next 
steps. 

Respectfully, 
SMALL PROPERTY OWNERS ALLIANCE 

Keith Kennedy 
President/Founder SPOA 
  
KK/jl 

cc: SPOA General Membership 



-----Original Message----- 
From: Mike Murchison <mike@murchisonconsulting.net> 
To: Patrick Ure <patrick.ure@longbeach.gov> 
Cc: Gary Delong <gary@garydelong.com>; Malcolm Bennett <mac11215@aol.com>; Joani Weir 
<joaniweir@aol.com>; Fred Sutton <fsutton@caanet.org> 
Sent: Tue, Oct 9, 2018 12:53 pm 
Subject: Fwd: comments to staff letter 

 
  

Good Afternoon Patrick,  
  
We wanted to get back to you with our responses to your staff’s letter that recaps 
the two meetings we have had with the city, consultants and tenant rights groups 
prior to the meeting at 3pm.  
  
I have asked for all of the rental property owner groups to comment and here are 
their thoughts to the Draft Agenda “Meeting of the Minds” 2:  
  
2A ‐ generically we are fine with this statement; the key being what the details are.  
2B ‐ Remove “no fault termination” verbiage. Any use of the word “for cause” is a 
non‐starter for our groups.  
2C ‐ Staff is getting ahead of themselves; we do not support staff requesting that the 
council authorize an ordinance when we have no details/definitions. We also do not 
support any process that includes identifying staffing needs as this will result in 
budget increases and thus the potential for added city staff and fees.  
  
3A ‐ We propose the following changes to 3Ai to 3Avi. Landlords in the City of LB are 
required to pay households a relocation assistance to existing tenants upon 
termination of tenancy through change of ownership, only within one year after 
change of ownership as well as 6 months prior to change of ownership. In addition, 
we believe that the overall discussions with our groups did not include defining 
causes of termination but exploring relocation assistance and enumerating when 
individuals would be eligible to receive it. We are concerned proposals to extend 
notice as previously discussed, likely violates the law because notice periods are 
mandated by state law. The court held that extended notice periods were 
unconstitutional in Tri‐County Apartment Assoc v City of Mountain View 1987. 

  
A targeted relocation program can be created without incorporating termination 
controls.  

  
3B ‐ We support state law.  



3C ‐ We are not in support of this section from 3Ci to 3Cvi.  
3D ‐ 10+ units; most units in LB are under 10 and ownership is made up of retirees 
that need rental income as their source of income; therefore they cannot afford 
tenant relocation payments. Additionally, this ownership segment is not vacating 
tenants due to construction activity.  
3Di ‐ not enough info on this one for type of property required for exemption.  
  
3E ‐ We support one month’s rent for someone that has rented from 1‐5 years. If 
after 5 years, we support two months rent in relocation payments as long as they 
meet the existing criteria. Our goal is to cover a tenant’s one time moving cost, not 
create a “profit” for them.  
  
4A and B ‐ We are all opposed to the language in 4A/B. A’s language on certain 
percentage or amount from our perspective is “rent control”.  
  
We also have questions about the data that was sent to us: 
  
1. Who generated the data? 
2. Graphs/Charts ‐ what is City staff/consultant’s position on these two charts if any? 
  
We look forward to seeing you at 3pm.  
  
Signed….. 
  
BHLB, SPOA, CAA, AOA, Minority rental property owners, and Apartment 
Association, California Southern Cities.  
  
  
Best Regards, 
Mike Murchison - "Mike 24-7" 
Murchison Consulting 
Mike@murchisonconsulting.net 
www.murchisonconsulting.net 
562-884-3009 

  

  

 

 



 

October 15, 2018 

Patrick Ure 

Housing and Neighborhood Services Bureau 

Manager  

City of Long Beach 

 

Dear Patrick,  

We at Better Housing for Long Beach appreciate your efforts to bringing together 

Housing Advocates and Tenant Activists organizations to help facilitate a solution to 

Long Beach's housing challenges. 

 On April 25, 2018, Better Housing for Long Beach reached out to housing 

providers and community members to create a proactive solution to assist 

displaced tenants, that housing providers would support.   

 On June 18, 2018, Better Housing for Long Beach submitted to all Long Beach 

council members, the City Clerk and Mayor Garciaour proactive solution to assist 

displaced tenants.  See attached letter. 

 On August 29, 2018, in good faith, Better Housing for Long Beach attended a 

meeting on tenant protection policies with the City of Long Beach per your 

invitation. 

 On September 26, 2018, in good faith, Better Housing for Long Beach attended a 

Joint Stakeholder Engagement Meeting on tenant protection policies per your 

invitation. 

 On October 9, 2018, in good faith, Better Housing for Long Beach attended a 

second Joint Stakeholder Engagement Meeting on tenant protection policies per 

your invitation. 

 On October 9, 2018, prior to the meeting Mike Murchison sent you a letter on 

behalf of Better Housing for Long Beach and other housing advocates regarding 

what itemswe would collectively consider and which ones we were not in 

agreement with.  See attached letter.  

 



 At the October 9, 2018, after lengthy discussions with tenant advocates and 

attempts to facilitate a solution to tenant displacement; Better Housing for Long 

Beach presented and shared our proactive solution to assist displaced tenants.  

In spite of resistance in the room and a verbal ask from you to not share this 

information.   

Prior to the meetings Better Housing for Long Beach had reached out to many of their 

members and asked what they would be comfortable with in regards to tenant 

assistance.  Many of them expressed concern that this is opening the door to rent 

control and that demands and attacks on housing providers would increase and 

continue should we move forward and support relocation assistance. 

After attending three of the meetings with an open mind, I came to the conclusion that 

these meetings were not to help a “targeted issue”, i.e., entire buildings being vacated. I 

am in agreement with many of the concerns expressed to me by supporters of BHFLB.  

These meetings are an attempt to push rent control through the back door.   

BHFLB attended the meeting expecting to discuss relocation fees for a mass 

displacement scenario, i.e., a large building set to be completely vacated.  Ms. Brown 

attempted to turn the conversation into relocation fees for all people moving due to a 2-

3% rent increase.  These rent control conversations suggested by Susanne Brown of 

Legal Aid would have to include all buildings.  Just Cause Eviction was brought into 

conversation and was off topic.  Josh Butler of Housing Long Beach, Ms. Brown started 

rent control discussions without calling it rent control in our first joint meeting and 

continued to the second joint meeting.  Reasonable relocation fees were offered by 

housing providers/advocates. However the discussion became unreasonable when 

tenant activist Mr. Butler, demanded that we duplicate the $8000.00, Oakland relocation 

fees. 

According to Ms. Brown, you suggested annual rent caps on housing providers, this is 

very concerning. 

It was troubling to me to hear Mr. Butler state in the meeting that city staff had 

suggested to tenant advocates, to change our 60 day notice to vacate to a120 day 

notice to vacate.  Mr. Butler stated he wanted to convert our 60 day notice to vacate into 

a 90 day notice to vacate and wanted to supersede existing State Law.   

It is Better Housing for Long Beach’s opinion that these advocates were not 
negotiating in good faithto create a real solution.  We feel these conversations were 

not reasonable solutions but another attack on housing providers. 

Due to this realization, Better Housing for Long Beach is not in support of any of these 

tenant protection policies presented including but not limited to the three meetings.  We 



ATTACHMENT B

City
Relocation 

Program
Trigger(s) Amount Property Type Household Type Total Units Rental Units

% Rental 

Units

Anaheim No - - - -           104,533             55,228 52.8%

Bakersfield No - - - -           122,829             49,639 40.4%

Sacramento No - - - -           194,917             95,780 49.1%

San Diego No - - - -           533,973           264,523 49.5%

Fresno Limited Code Enforcement, 

Demolition 

2 months' HUD Fair Market 

Rent, utility service deposits, 

and refund of security deposit

All Rentals All Tenants           176,617             87,715 49.7%

Long Beach Limited Code Enforcement, 

Demolition

$3,941 base, $2,000 for senior, 

up to $2,500 for disability 

modifications; increased by CPI 

annually (LBMC 21.30)

All Rentals All Tenants           173,741             99,002 57.0%

Los Angeles Yes Code Enforcement, 

Demolition, Ellis Act, 

No-Fault Eviction

$7,750 to $20,050 (higher 

amount for lower-income, 

disabled, seniors, and families)

Units covered 

under Rent 

Stabilization

All Tenants        1,457,762           862,062 59.1%

Oakland Yes Code Enforcement, 

Condo Conversion, 

Ellis Act, No-Fault 

Eviction

$6,875 to $10,545 depending on 

unit size. Additional $2,500 for 

lower income, senior, disabled, 

and families

All Rentals All Tenants           169,303             96,048 56.7%

San Francisco Yes Code Enforcement, 

Demolition, Ellis Act, 

No-Fault Eviction

$5,470 to $19,449 depending on 

unit size 

Units Covered 

under Rent 

Stabilization 

Ordinance 

All Tenants           390,376           224,960 57.6%

San Jose Yes Code Enforcement, 

Substantial 

Rehabilitation, Ellis 

Act, Owner Move-In, 

Conversion to 

Permitted Use

$6,925 to $17,380 depending on 

unit size and household 

characteristics 

All Rentals All Tenants           331,510           135,834 41.0%

CITIES THAT DO NOT OFFER RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS (4)

CITIES THAT HAVE CODIFIED STATE REQUIREMENTS (2)

CITIES WITH EXPANDED RELOCATION REQUIREMENTS (4) 

TEN LARGEST CALIFORNIA CITIES

1 of 1


